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governments. Specifically, it minimizes 
state and local government plans, programs 
and policies and the important role these en-
tities should play in final RMP decisions. 

This rule is a prime candidate for Congres-
sional analysis under the Congressional Re-
view Act (CRA). I ask that you bring this 
rule to the full House for consideration 
under the CRA for a floor debate. The BLM 
can and must involve state and local govern-
ments in RMP decisions and it must respect 
the role of state and local governments. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

MATTHEW H. MEAD, 
Governor. 

JANUARY 26, 2017. 
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL, 
Majority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. PAUL RYAN, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. CHARLES SCHUMER, 
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. NANCY PELOSI, 
Minority Leader, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MAJORITY LEADER MCCONNELL, MI-
NORITY LEADER SCHUMER, SPEAKER RYAN AND 
MINORITY LEADER PELOSI: As representatives 
of state and local governments and public 
lands stakeholders from across the United 
States, we encourage Congress to use its leg-
islative authority to review the Bureau of 
Land Management’s (BLM) Planning 2.0 rule. 
As partners with the federal government, we 
continue to encourage the BLM to engage in 
meaningful collaboration with local stake-
holders during the development of policies 
and guidelines. And despite representations 
by the BLM to do just that, we remain un-
convinced that Planning 2.0 in its final form 
does much to satisfy the objective of mean-
ingful collaboration and consultation with 
non-federal governmental entities. 

Robust coordination and cooperation be-
tween states and local governments and the 
BLM allows federal decision-makers to be re-
sponsive to the concerns of state and local 
government officials during policy develop-
ment and sets the stage for more effective 
and efficient implementation of federal poli-
cies by involving multi-jurisdictional re-
sources and expertise. Simply put, gathering 
meaningful, on the ground, input from the 
states and localities that will be most im-
pacted by BLM’s planning regulations is 
critical to ensuring a practical federal policy 
that works at the local level. 

For years to come, the proposed Planning 
2.0 rule will have a substantial impact on 
how the BLM engages with state and local 
government and manages its 245 million 
acres of public lands and 700 million acres of 
subsurface minerals. We encourage Congress 
to act to ensure BLM’s Planning 2.0 rule does 
not go into effect and instruct the agency to 
work with intergovernmental partners to en-
sure the policy has benefited from meaning-
ful, on the ground, collaboration with state 
and local governments. 

Sincerely, 
Alaska Municipal League; American 

Sheep Industry Association; Arizona 
Association of Counties; Arizona Coun-
ty Supervisors Association; Associa-
tion of Oregon Counties; Eureka Coun-
ty, Nevada; National Association of 
Conservation Districts; National Asso-
ciation of Counties; National Associa-
tion of State Departments of Agri-
culture; National Cattlemen’s Beef As-
sociation; Nevada Association of Con-
servation Districts. 

Nevada Association of Counties; Oregon 
Association of Conservation Districts; 

Public Lands Council; Rural County 
Representatives of California; Utah As-
sociation of Conservation Districts; 
Utah Association of Counties; Western 
Interstate Region of NACo; Wyoming 
Association of Conservation Districts; 
Wyoming County Commissioners Asso-
ciation; Wyoming Stock Growers Asso-
ciation; Wyoming Wool Growers Asso-
ciation. 
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Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, we know 
that government that is closest to the 
people is best. What we have seen over 
the last 8 years, unfortunately, in 
Washington, D.C., has been a massive 
expansion of the authority and the 
overreach of the Federal Government 
under the Obama administration. We 
have seen a number of instances where 
agencies have acted outside of the law, 
in some instances outside of the Con-
stitution. 

BLM 2.0 is an example of where this 
agency is acting completely outside of 
the law. There is absolutely no legal 
authority, no statutory language on 
which they can base this rulemaking, 
on which they can base the funda-
mental changes that they are making 
and the fundamental power grab that 
they are making. 

It is hugely important for us, as we 
go forward here, to make sure that we 
have done everything we can to roll 
back regulations that are really killing 
our jobs, that are preventing people in 
our local communities from being able 
to make a living, from being able to 
consistently graze, for example, on 
these public lands. It is absolutely out-
side of the law to have a situation, as 
2.0 would create, where people who 
have never been to these lands, people 
who, frankly, may not even be in the 
United States, have just as much a say 
in how we manage our lands as a 
rancher who has got to graze on those 
lands or as the county commissioners 
who are charged with making decisions 
about those lands. 

A number of my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle have mentioned 
today the thousands of comments that 
the BLM sought as they were going 
through this rulemaking process. The 
problem is that there is very little evi-
dence that any of those comments were 
taken into account in the final rule-
making. As I mentioned earlier, the 
track record with respect to the BLM 
listening to and being willing to take 
into account local concerns is a very 
bad one in which you have got State 
agencies that are led to believe they 
will have an impact and then find 
themselves having radio silence, essen-
tially, from the BLM. 

Mr. Speaker, Planning 2.0 is a dan-
gerous and damaging rule. Overturning 
it today, through the Congressional 
Review Act, through this joint resolu-
tion, will enable us to begin to restore 
authority where it belongs: with our 
local communities, with our local 
elected officials. Those who are closest 
to the land, those who have to work on 
the land, those who make a living on 

the land are the absolute best stewards 
of our land and of our resources. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
this measure to repeal BLM Planning 
2.0. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to House Resolution 91, the 

previous question is ordered on the 
joint resolution. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF RULE SUB-
MITTED BY DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION RELATING TO 
TEACHER PREPARATION ISSUES 
Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to House Resolution 91, I call up 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58) pro-
viding for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by 
the Department of Education relating 
to teacher preparation issues, and ask 
for its immediate consideration in the 
House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 91, the joint 
resolution is considered read. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 58 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Education relating to teacher prepa-
ration issues (published at 81 Fed. Reg. 75494 
(October 31, 2016)), and such rule shall have 
no force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. GUTHRIE) 
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Mrs. DAVIS) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kentucky. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.J. Res. 
58. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky? 
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There was no objection. 
Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 

support of H.J. Res. 58. The purpose of 
the resolution under consideration is 
simple: reining in the Federal role in 
education and protecting State and 
local control promised to students, par-
ents, and education leaders. 

Under the Higher Education Act, 
teacher preparation programs are re-
quired to provide certain information 
to State leaders to help determine the 
effectiveness of those programs. The 
State then submits an annual report 
card to the Department of Education 
that highlights the quality of their 
teacher preparation programs. Addi-
tionally, the Higher Education Act pro-
vides TEACH Grants to high-achieving 
students who commit to teaching 
math, science, reading, or a foreign 
language at high-needs schools. To en-
sure taxpayer dollars are being used re-
sponsibly, the law requires that grant 
recipients attend an institution that 
provides high-quality teacher prepara-
tion and professional development 
services. 

In 2012, the Obama administration 
began a rulemaking process to develop 
Federal criteria for State teacher prep-
aration report cards. For the first 
time, and without congressional au-
thorization, the rule that came out of 
that process tied eligibility for TEACH 
Grants to the State’s teacher prepara-
tion report card. That flawed and con-
troversial rule is the reason we are 
here today. 

We all agree that accountability is 
important, particularly when it comes 
to ensuring our students receive the 
high-quality education they deserve. 
However, it is also important that 
State and local leaders have the flexi-
bility they need to make decisions that 
affect the schools and programs in 
their local communities. 

Teacher preparation should be ad-
dressed through reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act, not unilaterally 
by executive fiat. That is exactly what 
the Obama administration did by forc-
ing its one-size-fits-all approach to 
education on teacher preparation pro-
grams. The rule requires States to 
track new teachers across three per-
formance levels: student learning out-
comes, employment outcomes, and em-
ployer surveys. In doing so, it essen-
tially creates a Federal mandate for 
teacher evaluations that Congress ex-
plicitly rejected with the Every Stu-
dent Succeeds Act. The regulation as-
sumes the Federal Government knows 
better than local education leaders 
when it comes to what makes an effec-
tive teacher. And to make matters 
worse, it will also result in fewer 
teachers opting to teach students in 
low-income neighborhoods and schools. 

Teachers play an important role in 
helping students learn and succeed 
both in and out of the classroom. Un-
fortunately, as it did so often, the 
Obama administration overreached and 

took a flawed approach to preparing 
teachers to meet the needs of their stu-
dents. The teacher preparation rule 
blatantly ignores the principles guid-
ing recent bipartisan education re-
forms and will make it more difficult 
for State and local leaders to help en-
sure teachers are ready to succeed. 

The resolution under consideration, 
H.J. Res. 58, will block the implemen-
tation of this misguided policy and pro-
tect State and local control over deci-
sions affecting their teachers and stu-
dents. The Federal Government has 
played too large a role in education for 
far too long. I urge my colleagues to 
vote in support of this resolution and 
help rein in the Federal Government’s 
role in education. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I rise today in strong opposition to 
H.J. Res. 58, which would dismantle 
key protections of teacher preparation 
programs. Unfortunately, this joint 
resolution is part of a much larger ef-
fort by my colleagues to remove cru-
cial safeguards from the education sec-
tor and move us backwards. 

In my time on the San Diego School 
Board, the California legislature, and 
the House Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, I found one thing to 
be a constant: studies find time and 
time again that a quality teacher 
makes the most important impact on a 
child’s success in school. 

So I am finding it difficult to under-
stand why anyone would support this 
joint resolution that decreases the 
quality of the very programs respon-
sible for training our teachers. 

H.J. Res. 58 undoes years of hard 
work on both sides of the aisle to de-
velop vital safeguards that ensure 
transparency and quality in teacher 
preparation programs. This provision 
plays a significant role in ensuring 
that teaching programs across the 
country work with educators to de-
velop curriculum that trains teachers 
most effectively. Beyond this specific 
protection, it is important to keep in 
mind the damage that Congressional 
Review Acts can do to key safeguards 
on the books. 

H.J. Res. 58 takes away the possi-
bility of the Department of Education 
coming back to rethink these protec-
tions and takes a sword to the lan-
guage where a scalpel should be used. 

I know that many of my colleagues 
have concerns about the burdens that 
these protections have on our schools. 
Rightly so. But it is important to re-
member that, behind many of these 
safeguards, there is a student whose fu-
ture is at stake. 

I have heard countless stories from 
students in my district who have been 
defrauded by schools that they trusted 
with their time and their money. I 
think it is important to remind my col-
leagues across the aisle that those are 
the people who we have been elected to 

serve, students who seek higher edu-
cation as a means to a brighter future 
and often find themselves no better off 
at the end of years of hard work. 

So if my Republican colleagues want 
to discuss changes to the teacher prep-
aration program provisions when we 
hopefully reauthorize the Higher Edu-
cation Act this Congress, I am cer-
tainly open to having that discussion. 
If they want to get creative about in-
creasing the quality and the efficiency 
of our schools, I will be the first person 
to sit down and have those discussions. 

But if they want to deregulate just 
for the sake of deregulation, well, I 
have to stand up for our students. If 
they want to, as Jerry Falwell recently 
implied, undo vital components of title 
9 safeguards against sexual assault on 
our campuses, I am hopeful that my 
colleagues from both sides of the aisle 
will refuse. 

Mr. Speaker, we were elected to this 
House to protect all of our constitu-
ents, including the most vulnerable 
members of our society. Nowhere is 
that more critical than where it per-
tains to the young people who are the 
most important investments that we 
can make as a country. 

For every student who is defrauded 
by a school, not given an opportunity 
because of their socioeconomic back-
ground, or drowning in debt, we are 
holding back one more person who 
could be contributing to our economy 
and to our society. We are giving one 
more person the wrong start in their 
adult lives, and the impact of that debt 
often affects their parents, their 
spouses, and children for years. 

I hope that my colleagues realize 
that it is in our best interest to protect 
students and not corporations. That it 
is in our best interest to safeguard eq-
uity and accessibility in our schools, 
and not for-profit schools who donate 
millions to encourage deregulation. 

I am hopeful that instead of taking 
an ax to the many protections that we 
developed for our students, my col-
leagues will join me in discussing the 
most responsible way, the best way 
that we can increase quality and effi-
ciency in our schools. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ROE.) 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.J. Res. 58, 
which nullifies the teacher preparation 
issues rule finalized by the Department 
of Education in October of 2016. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an unfortunate sit-
uation that we find ourselves in when I 
consistently hear from educators that 
they are spending more and more time 
trying to comply with misguided rules 
from the Federal Government instead 
of teaching our children and grand-
children. 

The Department of Education and 
the Obama administration have acted 
as if they know what type of teacher is 
best for east Tennessee instead of the 
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people living and working there every 
day. I want nothing more than to have 
the best teachers in our classrooms 
teaching children all across this coun-
try, but burdensome one-size-fits-all 
regulations from the Federal Govern-
ment that emphasize bureaucracy and 
compliance instead of a student edu-
cation is not the way to get there. 

b 1500 

The teacher preparation regulations 
put forth by the Obama administration 
are yet another example of misguided 
Federal overreach that would burden 
schools, institutions of higher edu-
cation, and States. These regulations 
are unfunded and would impose exten-
sive data collection requirements on 
States, colleges, and universities. And 
one university, Mr. Speaker, in my 
State spends $150 million a year com-
plying with government regulations. 

Under these regulations, institutions 
of higher education that do not meet 
the rules requirements could lose ac-
cess to Federal financial aid, which is 
yet another example of the prior ad-
ministration using the regulatory proc-
ess to bypass the legislative process. 
Both the School Superintendents Asso-
ciation and the National Governors As-
sociation have highlighted how these 
regulations are a significant intrusion 
on the role States play in ensuring ac-
countability for teacher preparation. 
The American Association of Colleges 
for Teacher Education has indicated 
that these regulations are likely to ex-
acerbate teacher shortages in areas 
where they are critically needed, like 
special education. 

When Congress passed on a bipartisan 
basis Every Student Succeeds Act, we 
expected the Obama administration 
would work to continue the momentum 
for giving States and local school dis-
tricts the flexibility they needed to 
help kids learn. The administration 
went in the opposite direction, which is 
why I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS). 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. DAVIS) for 
yielding. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.J. 
Res. 57 and 58 that undermine equity in 
public education. 

Until I moved to Chicago when I was 
19, I attended segregated schools be-
cause our States failed to follow Fed-
eral laws and the Federal Government 
demonstrated weak enforcement. The 
Civil Rights Act and the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act advanced 
equal educational opportunity for Afri-
can-American students and other stu-
dents who faced discrimination and 
barriers in education, making this 
country stronger and better. 

During Black History Month, the 
GOP will advance a bill to undermine 
the educational civil rights of African- 
American students. The scope of this 

joint resolution of disapproval clearly 
reflects the discrimination and the in-
tent. It doesn’t target a narrow regula-
tion. It encompasses each of the crit-
ical civil rights elements of ESSA— 
data collection and reporting to ensure 
transparency about whether schools 
are educating vulnerable students com-
parably to other students, and account-
ability to ensure that schools take ac-
tion to improve and receive support in 
meeting the needs of all students. To 
do so leaves States confused and Fed-
eral protections for disadvantaged stu-
dents hollow. 

H.J. Res. 57 is an extreme, calculated 
effort to promote discrimination, re-
moving any transparency and account-
ability related to educational civil 
rights. 

African-American students do not 
yet have equal educational oppor-
tunity. Black students are suspended 
and expelled three times the rate that 
their White peers are, only about two- 
thirds of Black students graduate high 
school on time compared to 86 percent 
of White students, and one in three 
Black men who start as a full-time stu-
dent at a university graduate with a 
bachelor’s degree within 6 years. 

Students with disabilities, English 
language learners, low-income stu-
dents, Latino students, and Native- 
American students also do not yet 
enjoy equal educational opportunity. 
This resolution will erase this data and 
allow schools that continue these dis-
parities to continue performing poorly 
in perpetuity. 

Out of respect for our country’s his-
tory of educational discrimination 
against vulnerable students, out of re-
spect for Black History Month, and out 
of respect for the American value of 
equal opportunity, I ask my colleagues 
to reject this discriminatory resolu-
tion. 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. MITCHELL), my friend. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky 
(Mr. GUTHRIE) for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.J. 
Res. 58. I am pleased to join Congress-
man GUTHRIE as a cosponsor. 

As a parent, I know the critical dif-
ference teachers can make in a stu-
dent’s life. That is why many young 
people choose the path of education as 
their career and their mission. 

This rule creates an arbitrary tie be-
tween teacher preparation programs 
and student test scores. What is worse, 
this rule unfairly discriminates against 
teachers who commit to teaching 
STEM subjects or different languages— 
critical subjects already facing a 
teacher shortage and occupations des-
perately seeking skilled employees. 

In Michigan—my home State—teach-
er training program enrollment de-
clined 38 percent between 2008 and 2013. 
The number of people who actually 
pursue teaching after going through a 
prep curriculum declined by 26 percent. 
We face a teacher shortage in Michigan 
and nationwide. 

I frequently hear from the people I 
serve, teachers and parents in my dis-
trict, that they are disheartened and 
frustrated by the Federal Govern-
ment’s overreach and arrogance that 
turns educating young people into a 
test score. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s return authority 
where it belongs with teachers and, 
more importantly, parents. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. ESPAILLAT). 

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
opposition to H.J. Res. 58, which would 
gut States’ teacher preparedness pro-
grams. 

This rollback is just one of many at-
tempts by Republicans to dismantle 
the Department of Education by strip-
ping its oversight and enforcement au-
thority. The Trump administration has 
already made it clear its lack of regard 
for public education by picking an un-
qualified nominee to head the Depart-
ment, and congressional Republicans 
are falling right in line by attempting 
to remove important rules to improve 
teacher preparedness. 

This rule came into place as part of 
the bipartisan reauthorization of the 
Higher Education Act. The reauthor-
ization brought consensus measures to 
improve teacher training. But given 
the opportunity, Republicans are will-
ing to forego public education all to-
gether by using the CRA to prevent the 
Department from overseeing State-led 
initiatives. And there is the crux of it. 
These initiatives are State-led and 
allow great levels of flexibility, provi-
sions that Republicans championed 
during reauthorization. Now, they 
want to take advantage of an obscure 
congressional provision, used only once 
in our history prior to this Congress. 
This will tie the hands of future admin-
istrations from improving the trans-
parency and quality of teacher pre-
paredness programs. 

If Republicans are happy with the 
rule and want to change it to improve 
the quality of education, this adminis-
tration should use existing administra-
tive tools to amend and revise the reg-
ulation. But that is not what this is 
about. This is about dismantling our 
public education system. Congressional 
Republicans want blanket deregulation 
of Federal education programs in order 
to allow States to ignore laws intended 
to protect disadvantaged students. 

I invite my Republican colleagues to 
bring forth a plan that improves rules 
protecting our students, not to dis-
mantle them. But this is simply not 
the way. I implore my colleagues to 
abandon this backdoor workaround and 
to work in a bipartisan fashion, like we 
did when Congress reauthorized the 
HEA, to develop ways in which we can 
improve public education for all of our 
children. 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 
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Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI). 

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to H.J. Res. 58, which would 
undermine the requirement that States 
assess the quality of their teacher 
preparation programs and weaken ef-
forts to provide educators with high- 
quality teacher preparation programs. 

There is no doubt that our country 
needs highly skilled and diverse edu-
cators, and that means attracting good 
people by providing them with high- 
quality preparation and ongoing sup-
port, especially early in their careers. 
Many teacher preparation programs 
are meeting this charge—recruiting di-
verse candidates, offering rigorous 
practicums, and providing supports 
that follow them into their classrooms. 

But some programs are still pre-
paring large cohorts of educators for 
fields that are not in demand. And, ac-
cording to one survey, more than 60 
percent of teachers still enter the 
classroom feeling unprepared for one of 
the toughest, most important jobs in 
America. 

Many of us readily agree that the 
regulations governing transparency 
and program quality for teacher prepa-
ration are not perfect. But, let’s re-
member that this resolution would ef-
fectively demolish key provisions at 
the Higher Education Act, which was 
last reauthorized in 2008, and in which 
Members from both sides of the aisle 
agreed that States needed to provide 
better data on the quality of their 
teacher preparation programs. 

If the rules for improving teacher 
preparation programs are unnecessary, 
as my friends across the aisle may con-
tend, I would ask them to explain why 
critical sections of the Higher Edu-
cation Act remain largely 
unimplemented, nearly a decade after 
Members of Congress wrote the re-
quirements into law. Without regula-
tions, provisions of the 2008 reauthor-
ization will continue to go unfilled. 
Taxpayer-funded grants will continue 
to support ineffective programs for 
teachers in high-needs schools. 

The truth is, Democrats and Repub-
licans could probably reach consensus 
about how we might like to see these 
regulations amended and improved. I 
am sure we all support robust data on 
how new teachers are performing and 
being supported in the classroom. And 
I am sure we all support States and in-
stitutions using data to continually 
strengthen their preparation programs. 

But, unfortunately, my Republican 
colleagues appear unwilling to have 
that conversation about how to give 
teacher preparation programs the tools 
they need to improve. Instead, they 
have offered this resolution that would 
essentially guarantee that important 
provisions in law are never fully imple-
mented by this administration, or a fu-
ture administration, because this reso-
lution is under the Congressional Re-
view Act, which, until recently, has 
been used successfully only once. It is 

a blunt instrument that actually bans 
Federal agencies from providing simi-
lar protections in the future. 

So instead of fixing the teacher prep-
aration regulations and upholding con-
gressional intent in the Higher Edu-
cation Act, supporters of this resolu-
tion are turning their backs on the 
law. The resolution is an overreaction. 
It appears to be part of a dangerous 
agenda to do permanent damage to the 
Department of Education’s important 
oversight and enforcement responsibil-
ities. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
and work together on amending the 
regulations. 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

I need to explain what we are doing 
here. We are not changing the report 
card that schools have that teacher 
preparation programs have to provide. 

This rule says that if a school doesn’t 
score well on its report card then stu-
dents in that program can’t get TEACH 
grants, which tries to focus on getting 
teachers from teacher programs into 
challenging schools. So what happens 
is, if you are an outstanding student 
and you are trapped in a school, let’s 
say, because where you can afford to go 
is not performing well, then based on 
your school not performing well, not 
on the merit of that future teacher, 
they are not allowed to get a TEACH 
grant. That is what we are trying to 
prevent here. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I just want to comment because I 
was a little confused by what the gen-
tleman said. I believe that we want to 
be sure that teachers who get TEACH 
grants are doing that at schools that 
have shown the capacity and the abil-
ity to really help children achieve. And 
so that is why we want to direct them 
into those schools particularly. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield as much time as 
he may consume to the gentleman 
from Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY). 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to this measure. And I do 
so as someone who, in 2008, actually 
was a member of the conference com-
mittee when we passed the reauthoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act. Un-
fortunately, that is the last time Con-
gress has moved forward, and we are 
about 3 or 4 years overdue in terms of 
modernizing and updating that law. 

But I can tell you, Mr. Speaker, hav-
ing been to the meetings—and we actu-
ally met as conferees and we had votes 
and we had discussion, unlike a lot of 
the short-circuited processes that un-
fortunately dominates most of our 
business these days—it was a healthy 
process. 

b 1515 

This issue of teacher preparation in 
setting up standards was totally non-
controversial. There were a couple of 
items on which the two sides actually 
debated, but this one was a no-brainer. 
It just makes perfect sense that we 

want to make sure that there is at 
least a minimum standard out there to 
make sure that kids are getting the op-
portunities they need, particularly 
with the changing demands and needs 
of the workforce. 

What also just sort of astonishes me 
is the manner in which this regulation 
was issued, which was only last Octo-
ber. The ink is, really, barely dry on it. 
We have a new incoming administra-
tion with a new Secretary, whom I will 
talk about in a second, and they have 
more than ample opportunity to go 
back into the regulations process and 
amend it, make changes, if they so 
choose. Instead, rather than using a 
scalpel, we are using a chain saw to ba-
sically carve out, in essence, a section 
of the law because the ability of the 
Department’s to go back and do a simi-
lar regulation is not allowed under the 
Congressional Review Act. 

This is a measure which, as I said, 
was just totally noncontroversial, on 
which we had a very strong vote, by 
the way, in terms of the final result of 
the conference that took place back in 
2008, and the process that is being used 
is just tremendous overkill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. I yield the 
gentleman such time as he may con-
sume. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, frank-
ly, I think, as we stand here today in 
the Chamber—and just an hour or so 
ago, we had a Secretary who was con-
firmed in an unprecedented procedure 
during which the Vice President had to 
come in and break the tie—it, unfortu-
nately, has the look of, really, being 
part of a pattern that we are seeing 
emerge here with the confirmation 
hearing process during which the in-
coming Secretary showed almost no re-
gard for the notion of accountability in 
terms of charter schools and voucher 
programs, which, for the taxpayer and 
for the kids and the parents who really 
depend on our education system, is just 
a totally unacceptable approach. 

As I said, this CRA bill on the teach-
er preparation program is just part of 
the same cloth. It is saying that we are 
just going to carve out a section which 
was a totally bipartisan, commonsense 
provision back in 2008 and that we are 
going to handcuff the ability of the De-
partment to even come in with a sub-
stitute. The chances of Congress, at 
this point, coming in with new legisla-
tion—I mean, I am the eternal opti-
mist. Hopefully, that will happen, but 
it sure hasn’t happened over the last 3 
or 4 years since the HEA, Higher Edu-
cation Act, expired. 

This is really, I think, a very unfor-
tunate effort that is being put forth 
here on the floor. As I said, given what 
is going on with the Department and 
the vote that took place here earlier 
today, for those who really care about 
making sure that our free public edu-
cation system, which has been, basi-
cally, part of America since Abraham 
Lincoln first proposed it back in the 
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middle of the Civil War, we need to be 
totally on guard—on standby—to make 
sure that the taxpayer is protected in 
terms of making sure these grant pro-
grams go to school districts and sys-
tems that are actually following 
through with programs of value and to 
make sure that we protect the pillars 
of public education. Anyone watching 
that confirmation process over in the 
Senate, I think, was extremely worried 
and alarmed, which is why, I think, we 
had this avalanche of emails and calls 
that came in all across the country 
during that process. 

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote for all of 
the reasons I have stated. 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. BUDD). 

Mr. BUDD. I thank the chairman. 
Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 57, which we 

will be voting on today and discussing 
and debating in a few moments, would 
overturn an administration rule on 
school accountability standards that 
were finalized back in November. 

Congress passed a law last year with 
the intent of giving power back to 
States and to local communities, but 
unelected bureaucrats at the Depart-
ment of Education finalized this rule 
last year which, ultimately, could force 
Common Core standards on States that 
don’t comply. 

We see this time and time again. 
Congress will create a law, and then an 
agency that is filled with unelected of-
ficials disregards the will of the people 
by writing regulations as it sees fit. 
Every American, in putting aside one’s 
personal ideology, can agree that an 
important issue like how we educate 
our kids is not something that we 
should decide here in Washington. In 
the months and the years to come, we 
should welcome a continued debate 
about whether the fate of a child’s edu-
cation should be decided in Washington 
or if a child’s education should be more 
personalized at the State and the com-
munity levels. In my view, dictating 
specific accountability requirements 
from Washington and punishing those 
who don’t meet those standards is a 
losing prescription. 

It is my hope that every kid in my 
district, in North Carolina, and around 
the country has a quality education. I 
think that is the hope of my col-
leagues, too. The more we think that 
Washington has all of the answers, the 
further we get away from our founding 
vision of a limited Federal role in our 
lives, especially in something as per-
sonal as education. 

It will be debated in a few moments, 
but I do urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.J. Res. 
57. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

We are actually talking about two of 
these joint resolutions, both H.J. Res. 
57 and H.J. Res. 58, and are looking at 
accountability measures. Sometimes I 
think people forget, actually, that the 
first time that Common Core was men-

tioned in Federal law was in ESSA, the 
most recently reauthorized legislation 
for elementary and secondary edu-
cation. That was done because we 
agreed to do that, because we felt that 
it was important to call it out while, at 
the same time, being careful to look at 
our local and our State authorities and 
have them come together and make the 
decisions that they think are best for 
their students. That has been the tradi-
tion, and that is why it is important 
that we have those folks in place in our 
local school districts. 

As a former school board member, I 
know that those are where the real de-
cisions are made for kids, but we need 
to see in which area and why we have 
a Federal role. I think, even at the 
hearing that we had in the Education 
and the Workforce Committee today, 
the Republicans’ witnesses acknowl-
edged that there is an importance of a 
Federal role. It is in accountability and 
responsibility and in acknowledging 
that sometimes it is important to give 
direction to States and to give direc-
tion to local school districts as well. 

That is really what we are trying to 
do here. We are trying to do it in a 
smart way, and we are trying to do it 
in a way so that we can realize, in the 
future, there may be changes that need 
to be made and that those changes may 
require Congresses of the future to 
look at particular protections and see 
if they are redundant, if they are nec-
essary, or if, maybe, they take us in 
the wrong direction. What we are talk-
ing about today gives us no hope that 
we will be able to do that. We are basi-
cally writing in stone that we will 
never have to go back—that we can’t 
go back—and look at some of those 
protections. That is the wrong thing to 
do. 

We all know that, with one protec-
tion or another, of course, there can be 
problems. We don’t want to ignore 
that, but we want to be sure that, par-
ticularly when we are looking at teach-
er prep programs, for example, we are 
looking at the data that is coming to-
gether that suggests whether some pro-
grams are more beneficial for the 
achievement of young people in our 
schools than others. 

Boy, I sure hope as a school board 
member that we have the information 
that is available to people, because we 
can get that at a national level that we 
can’t necessarily all get at the State 
level. It is important to know what 
processes are in place. Some of these 
protections that the Federal Govern-
ment has created are giving direction 
to that. They are saying here are ways 
to look at your program and decide 
whether, in fact, they are doing exactly 
what you think they should be doing. 

The most important part is that we 
are getting feedback from our teachers. 
This is a process that is so critical, 
that of having people who are on the 
ground who know what they are talk-
ing about. We are responsive to that, 
and those were some of the processes 
that we used in the Department of Edu-

cation as well. I am not going to tell 
you that each one is perfect. I just 
want us to have a way to look at them 
and to understand how they impact our 
teachers. I want all teachers who want 
to succeed with kids, who are not in 
teaching for financial reimbursement, 
to be there because they really believe 
in kids and because they believe in 
their ability to succeed, and they want 
to be sure that they have the tools, 
that they have the resources, to do 
that. Many of the protections that we 
are talking about provide that kind of 
help and assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
H.J. Res. 58, the joint resolution of dis-
approval of the rule submitted by the 
Department of Education relating to 
teacher preparation programs. 

This resolution would not only block 
the rule in question, but according to 
the rules of the CRA, it would tie the 
hands of this and of any future admin-
istration from re-regulating the provi-
sions until a successful reauthorization 
of the Higher Education Act might 
take place. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule in question 
provides clarity to States on how to in-
crease teacher preparation program 
quality, transparency, and the equi-
table distribution of well-prepared 
teachers. It was promulgated to enable 
compliance with the statutory provi-
sion included in the 2008 reauthoriza-
tion of the Higher Education Act. 

According to a study by the Edu-
cation Schools Project, more than 60 
percent of new teachers feel unprepared 
to enter the classroom. We also know 
that disadvantaged students are taught 
disproportionately by new, inexperi-
enced, and underprepared teachers. 
Congress sought to address this in the 
HEA reauthorization through the in-
clusion of requirements that are clari-
fied by this regulation. Congress clear-
ly intended for these equity-focused 
provisions to be meaningfully imple-
mented; however, absent Federal regu-
lation, the bipartisan intent of Con-
gress has gone unfulfilled. 

Despite statements made by many on 
the other side of the aisle, the Depart-
ment of Education did engage in exten-
sive consultation with stakeholders 
and the public in drafting and then in 
finalizing this rule. The draft rule put 
forward in 2014 lacked the appropriate 
flexibility and was met with over-
whelming resistance. Through an ex-
tended comment period, the Depart-
ment worked for more than 2 years to 
revise the rule and produce a final rule 
with considerably more flexibility for 
States and institutions. 

Regardless of how flexible the rule is 
or not, I believe that, upon careful re-
view of the regulation and the statu-
tory provisions, the final rule is clearly 
within the scope of the agency’s regu-
latory authority. Whether one thinks 
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the rule is perfect or flawed, the sub-
stance of the final rule is reasonable 
and is clarifying an interpretation of 
how to comply with statutory require-
ments. 

It is now 2017. Federal requirements 
to improve teacher preparation pro-
gram quality and transparency have 
gone largely unfulfilled since the 2008 
reauthorization. In such an instance, it 
is well within the purview of the imple-
menting agency to regulate and more 
clearly interpret statutory require-
ments to prompt meaningful compli-
ance and inform Congress and the 
agency in subsequent reauthorizations. 

The executive overreach or illegality 
of a rule and the disagreement with the 
substance of the rule are not two sides 
of the same coin. Republicans now con-
trol the executive branch. President 
Trump has administrative tools at his 
disposal to revise or to completely re-
write this regulation. It is clear, based 
on the history of the implementation 
of these provisions, that regulatory 
clarity is necessary. The responsible 
approach would be to utilize those 
tools to improve the regulation. 

In the history of the Congressional 
Review Act, Congress has only used it 
once to disapprove a regulation. In-
stead of engaging in the hard work of 
governing by revising the teacher prep-
aration rule, my colleagues have re-
sorted to this act of repealing yet an-
other rule that is meant to support our 
Nation’s families and children. It is un-
necessary, and we must recommit to 
doing the right thing for those whom 
we serve. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
resolution. 

b 1530 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time to close. 

I think this has been a good discus-
sion, and I think that the hearing that 
we had today was even an opening as 
well at looking at this issue. 

I think no matter what side of the 
aisle one was on, you couldn’t nec-
essarily distinguish the witnesses be-
cause it was important that we say 
that there is a smart way to do this 
and, frankly, there is kind of a stupid 
way to do it. Because we want to be 
sure that the consequences of our ac-
tions are not ones that would be im-
pacting our children down the road. 

So we have to go about this in a 
measured way, in a smart way. I actu-
ally believe that we all have the capac-
ity to do that. There is no question in 
my mind that we can’t do that in a way 
that really asks the right questions: 
Why are those protections there? Why 
did they establish those regulations 
and protections? 

So that we can track and understand 
what is behind them. 

I really do remember that, as a 
school board member, now and then, 
there was some frustration over some-

thing within the special education 
arena. But when you went back and 
you looked at why that came about, it 
was because there was a child who rep-
resented a problem in the system be-
cause we didn’t do the right thing. We 
realized that it wasn’t just that child, 
but it was many children who could be 
affected in the same way. 

That is what we have to look at: Why 
are they there? How can we change 
them? How can we be smart about it 
and make sure that we don’t do some-
thing that, in the end, will harm our 
education system and even impact 
those children who really are the most 
vulnerable that we would not want to 
impact under any circumstances? 

So, Mr. Speaker, let’s work together 
on this. Unfortunately, what this does 
today is it takes away that ability to 
use, I think, the goodwill of our com-
mittee to do the right thing. I hope 
that my colleagues will agree with 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GUTHRIE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Republicans and Democrats on both 
sides of the aisle have worked hard in 
recent years, particularly in the ESSA 
that we passed to make sure that we 
have local control of education, the 
idea that reforms that State and edu-
cation local leaders know best. I think 
the same is true for teachers. 

It is vitally important that we have 
teachers that are prepared to succeed. 
We want the best and brightest in the 
classroom that help ensure our stu-
dents receive the quality education 
they deserve. 

This resolution will put an end to 
this rule that will have negative con-
sequences, I believe, for teachers and 
students; but it will allow us to address 
teacher preparation responsibly. Arti-
cle I of the Constitution gives the leg-
islative powers to Congress. So we 
don’t just need to say: There’s a new 
administration in town, let them fix it. 

What we need to say is that it is Con-
gress’ job, through working together, 
to pass the law and reauthorize higher 
education that will ensure that we 
have quality teachers in the classroom 
teaching our children. 

So I urge my colleagues to put a stop 
to this rule and vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.J. Res. 
58. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 91, the 
previous question is ordered on the 
joint resolution. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the joint reso-
lution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF RULE SUB-
MITTED BY DEPARTMENT OF 
EDUCATION RELATING TO AC-
COUNTABILITY AND STATE 
PLANS 

Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 91, I call up the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 57) providing 
for congressional disapproval under 
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, 
of the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Education relating to account-
ability and State plans under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1965, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 91, the joint 
resolution is considered read. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 57 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Education relating to accountability 
and State plans under the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (published 
at 81 Fed. Reg. 86076 (November 29, 2016)), and 
such rule shall have no force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROKITA) and 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
POLIS) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may be given 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H.J. Res. 57. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROKITA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
I rise today in strong support of H.J. 

Res. 57. 
Mr. Speaker, I was here also on this 

floor listening to the debate that just 
finished on H.J. Res. 58, and I have a 
feeling a lot of the same things are 
going to carry over because we are 
dealing with the same Department. In 
fact, we are dealing with the prior ad-
ministration generally. 

I was struck by the words that we 
need to ‘‘give direction to the States.’’ 
I think, by definition, those words 
demonstrate how one side here thinks 
that they know best; that their judg-
ment is somehow better than the judg-
ment of governors, of State legislators, 
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